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integrating planning and management 
with community, tribal, and other 
agency needs. 

After gathering public comments on 
what issues the plan should address, the 
suggested issues will be placed in one 
of three categories: 

1. Issues to be resolved in the plan; 
2. Issues resolved through policy or 

administrative action; or 
3. Issues beyond the scope of this 

plan. 
Rationale will be provided in the plan 

for each issue placed in category two or 
three. In addition to these major issues, 
a number of management questions and 
concerns will be addressed in the plan. 
The public is encouraged to help 
identify these questions and concerns 
during the scoping phase. 

Preliminary planning criteria have 
also been identified to guide 
development of the plan decisions and 
selection of a preferred alternative. 
Some key criteria are as follows. The 
plan decisions will: 1. Be completed in 
compliance with FLPMA, NEPA, King 
Range Act and other applicable laws 
and policies; 2. Recognize lifestyles and 
concerns of area residents; 3. Be 
consistent with NW Forest Plan; and 4. 
Carry forward the zoning concept of the 
original KRMP, and existing relevant 
decisions from the original plan and 
amendments/supplements. The public 
will have an opportunity to provide 
comments and update planning criteria 
as part of the scoping process. 

An interdisciplinary approach will be 
used to develop the plan in order to 
consider the variety of resource issues 
and concerns identified. 

Background Information 
On October 21, 1970, Congress passed 

the King Range Act (Pub. L. 91–476) 
creating the KRNCA. The area 
encompasses approximately 63,000 
acres in Humboldt and Mendocino 
Counties, California. The KRNCA 
includes 35 miles of Pacific coastline 
backed by peaks climbing to 4,000 feet. 
The area is bordered on the north and 
east by a mixture of public and private 
lands, and on the south by the Sinkyone 
Wilderness State Park. 

The KRMP was completed in 1974 
and has been amended a number of 
times to reflect changing public needs, 
new laws, and executive orders. Several 
significant multi-discipline and activity 
plans have also been completed, 
including the KRNCA Extension Plan 
(1981), Allotment Management Plan 
(1984), Transportation Plan (1986), 
Cultural Resources Management Plan 
(1988), Wilderness Recommendations/
EIS (1988), and Northwest Forest Plan 
(1994). Information and decisions from 

these existing plans may be 
incorporated into this plan revision. 

The King Range Act requires that the 
‘‘plan will be reviewed and reevaluated 
periodically’’. To date, updates have 
been completed on an as-needed basis 
to respond to changing public demands, 
resource needs or public policies 
affecting a specific aspect of the 
management program. This effort will 
serve as the first comprehensive plan 
update since the original KRMP was 
completed in 1974.

Lynda Roush, 
Arcata Field Manager.
[FR Doc. 02–25924 Filed 10–10–02; 8:45 am] 
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SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that 
the U.S. International Trade 
Commission has found a violation of 
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1337) as to one claim of one 
patent and has issued a limited 
exclusion order in the above-captioned 
investigation.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Clara Kuehn, Esq., Office of the General 
Counsel, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, 500 E Street, SW., 
Washington, DC 20436, telephone 202–
205–3012. Hearing-impaired persons are 
advised that information on this matter 
can be obtained by contacting the 
Commission’s TDD terminal on 202–
205–1810. General information 
concerning the Commission may also be 
obtained by accessing its Internet server 
(http://www.usitc.gov). Copies of the 
Commission order, the Commission 
opinion in support thereof, and all 
nonconfidential documents filed in 
connection with this investigation are or 
will be available for inspection during 
official business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 
p.m.) in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, 500 E 
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20436, 
telephone 202–205–2000.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Commission instituted this investigation 
by notice published in the Federal 

Register on March 6, 2001. 66 FR 13567 
(2001). The complainants were United 
Microelectronics Corporation, Hsinchu 
City, Taiwan; UMC Group (USA), 
Sunnyvale, CA; and United Foundry 
Service, Inc., Hopewell Junction, NY. Id. 
The Commission named two 
respondents, Silicon Integrated Systems 
Corp., Hsinchu City, Taiwan, and 
Silicon Integrated Systems Corporation, 
Sunnyvale, CA (collectively, ‘‘SiS’’). Id. 
The complaint, as supplemented, 
alleged violations of section 337 in the 
importation, the sale for importation, 
and the sale within the United States 
after importation of certain integrated 
circuits and products containing same 
by reason of infringement of claims 1, 2, 
and 8 of U.S. Letters Patent 5,559,352 
(‘‘the ’352 patent’’) and claims 1, 3–16, 
and 19–21 of U.S. Letters Patent 
6,117,345 (‘‘the ’345 patent’’). Id. On 
November 2, 2001, the presiding 
administrative law judge (‘‘ALJ’’) issued 
an initial determination (‘‘ID’’) (ALJ 
Order No. 15) granting complainants’’ 
motion for summary determination on 
the issue of importation and denying 
respondents’ motion for summary 
determination of lack of importation. 
That ID was not reviewed by the 
Commission. A tutorial session was 
held on November 5, 2001, and an 
evidentiary hearing was held from 
November 7, 2001, through November 
16, 2001, and from December 10, 2001, 
through December 12, 2001. The ALJ 
issued his final ID on May 6, 2002, 
concluding that there was no violation 
of section 337. With respect to the ’352 
patent, the ALJ found that: 
Complainants have not established that 
the domestic industry requirement is 
met; none of respondents’ accused 
devices infringe any asserted claim of 
the ’352 patent literally or under the 
doctrine of equivalents; and claims 1 
and 2 of the ’352 patent are invalid as 
anticipated under 35 U.S.C. 102 and 
claim 8 of the ’352 patent is invalid for 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103. With 
respect to the ’345 patent, the ALJ found 
each of the claims listed in the notice of 
investigation, i.e., claims 1, 3–16, 19–20, 
and 21, invalid as anticipated by and 
made obvious by certain prior art. The 
ALJ stated that, in their post-hearing 
filings, complainants asserted only 
claims 1, 3–5, 9, 11–13, and 20–21 of 
the ’345 patent against respondents. He 
found that, if valid, each of the asserted 
claims of the ’345 patent, i.e., claims 1, 
3–5, 9, 11–13, and 20–21, is literally 
infringed by SiS’s existing (or old) SiON 
manufacturing process, but that 
respondents’ new N2O process does not 
infringe any asserted claim of the ’345 
patent. The ALJ further found that a
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domestic industry exists with respect to 
the ’345 patent. On May 13, 2002, the 
ALJ issued his recommended 
determination on remedy and bonding. 
On May 20, 2002, complainants and the 
Commission investigative attorney 
(‘‘IA’’) petitioned for review of the 
subject ID, and respondents filed a 
contingent petition for review of the 
ALJ’s final ID. On June 21, 2002, the 
Commission determined to review the 
ID in part. Specifically, the Commission 
determined to review and clarify that 
the ALJ found claim 13 of the ’345 
patent made obvious, but not 
anticipated, by the Tobben patent. The 
Commission also determined to review: 
(1) the ALJ’s findings and conclusions of 
law regarding the ’352 patent with 
respect to infringement of the asserted 
claims and domestic industry under the 
doctrine of equivalents; (2) the ALJ’s 
finding that respondents’ old E5 model 
ESD transistor does not infringe any 
asserted claim of the ’352 patent, either 
literally or equivalently; (3) the ALJ’s 
claim construction of the limitations 
‘‘an ESD protection device’’ (claims 1, 2, 
and 8 of the ’352 patent), ‘‘a gate’’ 
(claims 1 and 2), ‘‘gates’’ (claim 8), and 
‘‘source/drain regions * * * with each 
source/drain region comprising’’ (claims 
1, 2, and 8), and the ALJ’s invalidity, 
domestic industry, and infringement 
findings and conclusions of law with 
respect to those limitations; (4) the ALJ’s 
finding that claim 8 of the ’352 patent 
is invalid as made obvious by a 
combination of prior art references; (5) 
whether the economic prong of the 
domestic industry requirement is met 
with respect to the ’352 patent; (6) the 
ALJ’s findings that the ‘‘second 
antireflective coating’’ (claim 1 and 
asserted dependent claims 3–8 of the 
’345 patent) and ‘‘cap layer’’ (claims 9–
16, 19–20, and 21 of the ’345 patent) are 
disclosed in the Tobben patent, and 
consequently (a) the ALJ’s findings with 
respect to etching the second 
antireflective coating or cap layer 
(claims 4 and 12), (b) the ALJ’s ultimate 
finding that the Tobben patent 
anticipates claims 1, 3–16, 19–20, and 
21 of the ’345 patent, and (c) the ALJ’s 
conclusion that claim 13 is made 
obvious by the Tobben patent and other 
prior art; (7) the ALJ’s conclusion that 
claim 13 of the ’345 patent is invalid as 
obvious in light of the Tobben patent; 
and (8) the ALJ’s conclusion that claims 
1, 3–16, 19–20, and 21 of the ’345 patent 
are invalid as made obvious by the 
Abernathey patent in combination with 
the Pan, Yagi, and/or Yota publications. 
The Commission determined not to 
review the remainder of the ID, 
including the ID’s conclusions and 

findings of fact with respect to whether 
the Tobben patent is prior art to the ’345 
patent, infringement of the asserted 
claims of the ’345 patent, domestic 
industry concerning the ’345 patent, and 
failure to disclose the best mode of 
practicing the invention of the ’345 
patent. The Commission requested 
briefs on the issues under review, and 
posed briefing questions for the parties 
to answer. The Commission also 
requested written submissions on the 
issues of remedy, the public interest, 
and bonding. 67 FR 43338. Initial briefs 
were filed on July 9, 2002, and reply 
briefs were filed on July 16, 2002, and 
July 17, 2002. Having examined the 
record in this investigation, including 
the briefs and the responses thereto, the 
Commission determined that there is a 
violation of section 337 as to claim 13 
of the ’345 patent, but no violation of 
the statute as to the remaining claims in 
issue of the ’345 patent (viz., claims 1, 
3–5, 9, 11–12, 20, and 21) and no 
violation as to the claims in issue of the 
’352 patent (viz., claims 1, 2, and 8). 
With respect to the ’352 patent, the 
Commission determined to modify the 
ALJ’s construction of certain limitations 
in the asserted claims of the ’352 patent, 
and to affirm the ALJ’s findings and 
conclusions that (a) the asserted claims 
are not infringed, and (b) complainants 
failed to establish the technical prong of 
the domestic industry requirement 
under the revised claim construction. 
The Commission also determined to 
affirm the ALJ’s finding that claims 1 
and 2 of the ’352 patent are invalid as 
anticipated, to reverse the ALJ’s finding 
that claim 8 of the ’352 patent is invalid 
as made obvious, and to take no 
position as to whether complainants 
established the economic prong of the 
domestic industry requirement with 
respect to the ’352 patent. With respect 
to the ’345 patent, the Commission 
determined to vacate the ALJ’s findings 
and conclusions as to invalidity with 
respect to claims 6–8, 10, 14–16, and 19; 
to reverse the ALJ’s finding that claims 
1, 3–5, 9, 11–12, 20, and 21 are invalid 
as anticipated; to affirm the ALJ’s 
conclusion that claims 1, 3–5, 9, 11–12, 
20, and 21 of the ’345 patent are invalid 
as obvious; and to clarify that claim 13 
is not anticipated and reverse the ALJ’s 
conclusion that claim 13 is invalid as 
obvious. The Commission also made 
determinations on the issues of remedy, 
the public interest, and bonding. The 
Commission determined that the 
appropriate form of relief is a limited 
exclusion order prohibiting the 
unlicensed entry of integrated circuits, 
including chipsets and graphics chips, 
that are made by a process covered by 

claim 13 of U.S. Letters Patent 6,117,345 
and manufactured by or on behalf of 
respondents, and motherboards 
containing such integrated circuits. The 
Commission also determined that the 
public interest factors enumerated in 19 
U.S.C. 1337(d) do not preclude the 
issuance of the limited exclusion order, 
and that the bond during the 
Presidential review period should be set 
at 100 percent of the entered value of 
integrated circuits subject to the 
Commission’s order and 39 percent of 
the entered value of motherboards 
containing such integrated circuits. The 
authority for the Commission’s 
determinations is contained in section 
337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended (19 U.S.C. 1337), and in 
sections 210.45–210.51 of the 
Commission’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (19 CFR 210.45–210.51).

By order of the Commission. 
Issued: October 7, 2002. 

Marilyn R. Abbott, 
Secretary to the Commission.
[FR Doc. 02–25997 Filed 10–10–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020–02–P

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 

[USITC SE–02–029] 

Sunshine Act Meeting

AGENCY HOLDING THE MEETING:
International Trade Commission.
TIME AND DATE: October 16, 2002 at 11 
a.m.
PLACE: Room 101, 500 E Street SW., 
Washington, DC 20436. Telephone: 
(202) 205–2000.
STATUS: Open to the public.
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:

1. Agenda for future meetings: none. 
2. Minutes 
3. Ratification List 
4. Inv. Nos. 701–TA–423–425 and 

731–TA–964, 966–970, 973–978, 980, 
and 982–983 (Final)(Certain Cold-Rolled 
Steel Products from Argentina, Belgium, 
Brazil, China, France, Germany, Korea, 
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Russia, 
South Africa, Spain, Taiwan, Turkey, 
and Venezuela)—briefing and vote. (The 
Commission is currently scheduled to 
transmit its determination and 
Commissioners’ opinions to the 
Secretary of Commerce on or before 
October 28, 2002.) 

5. Outstanding action jackets: none. 
In accordance with Commission 

policy, subject matter listed above, not 
disposed of at the scheduled meeting, 
may be carried over to the agenda of the 
following meeting.
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